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OFFICER GRADE LIMITATION 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OFrFIceR GRADE LIMITATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee (consisting of Senators Stennis (chairman), 
Ervin, and Duff) met, pursuant to notice, at 10:40 a. m., in Room 
212, Senate Office Building. 

Present: Senator Stennis (presiding), Ervin, and Duff. 

Also present: For the Navy: Capt. D. L. Martineau, USN, and 
Lt. Cmdr. B. D. Holder; for the Marine Corps: Brig. Gen. N. H. 
Nelson and Lt. Col. J. M. Platt; for the Air Force: Brig. Gen. 
William S. Stone, Lt. Col. H. E. Kane, and Lt. Col. R. Halenbeck; 
for the Army: Brig. Gen. W. C. Westmoreland, Lt. Col. J. N. Davis, 
and Maj. Gerald L. Overstreet; and Verne D. Mudge, of the com- 
mittee staff. 

Senator STENNIS. Gentlemen of the committee and gentlemen of 
the services, I think we will proceed now. Senator Duff will be here 
in just a few minutes. 

This subcommittee was appointed by letter from Chairman Russell 
dated January 28, 1955. The Chair will read the letter, which will 
appear in the record at this point. 

JANUARY 28, 1955. 
Hon. JOHN STENNIs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C 

Dear SENATOR Stes is: I am writing to request that you serve as chairman 
of a Subcommittee on Officer Grade Limitations, composed of yourself and 


+ 


Senators Ervin and Duff. 
The purpose of the subcommittee is to effect the consultation contemplated 
in section 404, of the Officer Grace Limitation Act, and determine the number 
of commissioned officers to be authorized in the higher graces during the calendar 
year 1955. 
General Mudge has been cesignated as the staff member to assist the subcom- 
mittee, in addition to his other duties. 


It will be noted that the letter makes reference to section 404 of 
the Officer Grade Limitation Act of 1954. The subcommittee was 
appointed in response to the requirements of this section and the 
Chair likewise would read the text of section 404, so that it will 
appear in the record at this point. [Reading: 


Sec. 404. Not later than January 30 of each year, the Secretary of the Army, 
the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the Air Force shall present to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate, the estimated active-duty personnel requirements for his respective 
service for the next fiscal year, the estimated number of commissioned officers 
in each grace on active duty whether by permanent or temporary appointment, 
to be promoted during the next fiscal vear, and an analysis of the current distribu- 
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g \ { 
As a proces ai matte! th C} aul vould suggest to the subcom- 
sirabilityv of proceeding In executive session because of 
possibilit hat information developed, either in the presentation 
z Ces n the questions asked by the members, may produce 

: of a classified nature 
{ will therefore be classified, but we shall ask 


s concerned to take copies o! th transcript 18S soon as 


nd edit them so as to remove classified material. 


be published at a future date Is that agreeable 
bers of the committee, that we proceed in executive ses- 
3101 All t: it is so ordered 

P} to beginning the testimony, the Chair would briefly review 
the events of the past several vears leading up to this meeting today 
‘hese are sol asic facts on the general subject 
Offi Personne Act of 1947 is the basic law which governs 
romotion, and elimination of officers on duty with 


The Officer Personnel Act—which is more commonly referred to 
as the OPA—contains no statutory limitations on temporary promo- 
tions in the Army and Air Foree. Further, the statutory limitations 
contained in the act which relate to the Navy and Marine Corps are, 
from a purely mathematical viewpoint, too liberal. 

I suppose it was that fact right there, gentlemen, that caused me 
to be first interested in this subject. When I first came on the com- 
nittee 4 vears ago, I was surprised to learn that there was no statutory 

mitation, no ceiling so far as temporary appointments are concerned, 
in the Air Force or Army 


7 slack of a positive control ov r temporery promotto 3 leed the 
(‘ongress to sert in the appropriation ects for fisce| yeer 1953 end 
fiscal vear 1954 some rigid temporary limitations on the number of 

I o f eTades lL tho icht that was a reflection on the Armed 
Services Committees of the House and the Senate. that the (ppro 


priations Committee ! 


rior to that time, the Senate Committee on Armed Services had 


into the matter quite exhaustively and had imposed its own 
1] 
7 


iad to move into a field here. 


imitations on flag and general officers. The record should 

show at this point that these numerical limitations are as follows: 

Army 496, Navy 280, Marine Corps 60. Air Force 383. These totals 
: * F 


exclusive of 5-star grades, retired officers, and those who are on a 


imerica 


reimbursable status. 

In other words, that was a committee rule developed to guide us 
when nominations came to us for action [t was referred to as the 
committee formula. It wasn’t the law. We simply set up a formula 

f our own, because the services were expanding beyond the scope 
of the 1947 act, in which, as you know, the smaller the number of 
men in the service the higher the percentage of officers you have to 
have, but as they expanded the limitation on regular officers became 
inreal, so the committee just set up a committee formula, and that 
was what we have been using here for flag and general officers. We 
had no committee formula on colonels and lieutenant colonels. 

Obviously, a matter as complicated as this should not be handled 
on a year-to-year basis. The situation required corrective legislation. 
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This corrective legislation was enacted during the 2d session of the 
83d Congress through Public Law 349, known as the Officer Grade 
Limitation Act of 1954. 

This law applies an overall limitation on the number of officers who 
may serve in the grades of lieutenant commander and major, and 
above, in the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force. 

The theory of the Officer Grade Limitation Act is relatively simple 
As the total ‘offic er strength i increases, the proportion of senior officers 
to the total officer strength decreases. 

Similarly, as the total strength decreases, the proportion of senior 
officers increases. That is, the officer strength in the services. You 
have to have a higher percentage. 

These sliding scales are promulgated through tables which appear in 
the Grade Limitation Act—copies of which appear before each member. 

[t will be noted that in title I the table simply shows the numbers in 
the senior grades of the Army authorized for a total officer strength 
of 50,000, 60,000, 70,000, and so on at 10,000-men intervals to 150,000. 

These are ceilings rather than floors. 

In compliance with section 404 of the act—which the Chair read 
into the record at the beginning of the meeting—the Secretaries are 
required to submit by January 30, reports showing the numbers to 
be authorized under the act and to actually be filled by promotions, 

They have filed these reports, which are quite extensive and 
complicated. 

The Chair has asked these gentlemen who are present today to 
summarize and discuss with the committee the promotion situation 
for the forthcoming year. 

Let me say this in addition, gentlemen of om committee: The 
major work done on this Grade Limitation Act of 1954 was done by 
the House committee. They held very extensive hearings and their 
record is very complete. 

This is an attempt by the services and by the Congress to keep the 
law realistic, and bring the figures automatically, under the law, 
for an annual review. 

That brings this subcommittee down to date 


Navy 


We have from the Navy, Capt. D. L. Martineau, who will be the 
first witness. Now, let’s look at the clock a little bit here. The Senate 
convenes at 12 o'clock, and I don’t think we have a chance to complete 
all this today anyway. 

It might be well for each service to state its general situation and 
general problem as each sees it, and make any points briefly that you 
want. 

I have someone from the Marine Corps, the Air Force, and the 
Army. 

Captain Martineau. I plan to make a brief statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

oe nator STENNIS. All right, if you will, Captain 

Captain Martineau. Mr. Chairman, I am representing Vice Ad- 
miral Holloway, the Chief of Naval Personnel, this morning:on this 
matter, and I would like to mention that Admiral Holloway has espec- 
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ially asked me to convey his respects and esteem to members of the 
committee this morning. 

Senator Srennis. We appreciate that. Admiral Holoway is one of 
the great assets of the Navy. 

Senator Durr. I concur m that thoroughly. 

Captain Martineau. He will be pleased to know that, su 

I have no formal statement this morning, Mr. Chairman. My pur- 
pose is to discuss the report that you have just described, the report 
that was submitted by the Navy as required by the law. That re- 
port, as you have pointed out, covers three essential points: our present 
officer strength, our planned promotions for the rext fiscal year, and 
our requirements for the next fiscal year. And then, of course, | am 
available to attempt to answer any questions that you might have. 

The Officer Personnel Act as it originally passed prescribed a flat 
percentage distribution regardless of the office: strength of the Navy, 
as you have pointed out, sir. 

Senator Stennis. That was the 1947 act, you mean? 

Captain Martineau. That was the 1947 act. 

Senator Stennis. That is when you took a relook at the whole 
thing following World War IJ; is that right? 

Captain Martineau. That is correct, sir. That represented a 
codification and a revision of the entire promotion system, also for 
the first time, all the services were together under one act. 

Then the Officer Grade Limitation Act of 1954 amended that part 
of the Officer Personnel Act and prescribed a sliding-scale officer 
grade distribution in the senior grades. 

And as you have made clear, Mr. Chairman, it amounts to the 
actual allowed proportions of the senior officers reducing as the 
number of all officers increases, and that proportion increases as 
the number comes down. 

The Secretary of the Navy in his forwarding letter, points out for 
the line of the Navy, the legal limit and compares it to our proposed 
number on board for 1956 for each of these grades. 

Senator Stennis. That is line 1, legal limit. All right, we have 
that. before us. 

Captain Martineau. You have the Secretary’s letter before you? 

Senator STeENNIs. Yes. 

We will have this copied in the record at this point. 

(The documents above referred to are as follows:) 


JANUARY 28, 1955, 
Hon. Ricuarp B. Russet, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CuarrmMan: As you know, section 404 of the Officer Grade 
Limitation Act of 1954 requires that the respective Secretaries of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force submit certain reports to the Committee on Armed Services 
of the Senate, not later than January 30 of each year. The report required this 
year for the Department of the Navy is presented herewith. Additional copies 
of this report are being transmitted under separate cover. 

For your information, the implementation of the promotion plans. included in 
the report will result in end fiscal year 1956 grade strengths that are well within 
the maximum limits prescribed by law. Comparisons of estimated unrestricted 
line grade strengths with legal limits are shown below: 
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Estimated, July 1, 1956 


Navy Marine Corps 
Flag and general: . ? 
Legal limit - 227 54 
Proposed authorization, on board 215 54 
Carrydown.. 12 0 
Captains and colonels: 
Computed number 2,714 641 
Legal limit _ - 2, 726 641 
Proposed authorization, on board 1, 920 462 
Carrydown.-. ; 806 179 
Commanders and lieutenant colonels 
Computed number 5, 161 1, 324 
Legal limit. : 5, 967 1, 503 
Proposed authorization, on board_- 5, 696 1, 237 


Carrydown.. 271 266 


Lieutenant commanders and majors: 
Computed number-- : 8, 493 2, 785 


Legal limit _- J 8, 764 3, 051 
Proposed authorization, on board_........--- 8, 198 2, 456 
Unused carrydown.-_.-._....-.-.----- eed as 566 595 

Based on line plus limited-duty-officer strength _____- 49, 000 16, 811 


Members of my staff will be made available to furnish amplifying information 
or explanation, if you so desire. 
Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT PRATT, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Personnel and Reserve Forces). 
(Enclosure: (1) Navy personnel report; (2) Marine Corps report.) 


Estimated active-duty personnel requirements of the Navy for end fiscal year 1956 


| | 


Rear Lieu- 




















; ~ ms Lieuten-| +; — War- | 
Officer category admiral Cap- Com- ant com- Lieu- tenant | Ensign| rant | Total 
and | tain jmander)y ander | tenant | junior fficer | 
above | — grade = | 
| 
ona bana eertalitastanenil ti r oe apes a Z eon iRidin dinates 
Unrestricted line | 28 | 2,062) 4,000 8, 068 | 12,327 | 12,360 8, 704 | 47,859 
Restricted line: | 
Engineering duty. - 17 | 166 348 707 403 | 1,641 
Aeronautical engineer- | | 
ing duty | 7 94 | 193 268 58 axl 629 
Special duty 2 68 159 241 291 281 1, 042 
Medical Corps 17 223 455 722 936 942 3, 295 
Dental Corps 5 106 215 359 533 514 44 1, 776 
Medical Service Corps 1 40 222 | 363 293 129 1,048 
Nurse Corps 1 42 | 185 | 713 713 660 2, 314 
Supply Corps 18 | 241 478 | 860 | 1,339 1, 344 886 5, 166 
Chaplain Corps 2 46 94 | 159 269 253 R28 
Civil Engineer Corps- 5 69 124 | 263 | +52 386 240 1, 559 
Warrant officers _._ - ie. 5, 657 5, 657 
Officer total 321 | 3,077 | 6,258 | -12;054 | 17,684 | 17,086 | 10,663 | 5,657 | 72,800 
Enlisted grades. CPO | POi/e| PO2/e| PO3/e | SN SA SR 
Enlisted total 48, 989 | 73,483 | 97,979 | 122,474 |147,178 | 69,969 | 24,128 584, 200 
Active duty total . : ce : 657, 000 


Requirements: A summation of existing billets plus transients, patients, and prisoners to match end 
fiscal year 1956 allowed strength, 
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(Enclosure 1, p. 








Estimated number of commissioned officers on active duty in the Navy to be promoted 
to the grade indicated during fiscal year 1956 
* Dees 5 Com. | Lieuten-| pieuten-| Lieuten-| 
'fficer category Admiral | C®Pt@in | mander | 22t com- ant ant junior) Total 
i ita ianac m ander vrade 
nrestricted line 28 276 Os4 1, 607 1,314 6, 802 | 11, 011 
Restricted line: 
Engineering duty 3 46 60 15 7 64 195 
Aeronautical engineering 
duty ; 2 17 23 6 3 37 SS 
Special duty -- 1 30 36 29 22 71 189 
Medical Corps 2 58 28 10 298 396 
Dental Corps 0 44 2% 47 232 40 386 
Medical Service Corps 9 10 67 57 125 268 
Nurse Corps 12 13 199 | 421 645 
Supply Corps 2 40 146 177 107 714 1, 186 
Chaplain Corps 1 u 56 14 36 116 
ivil Engineer Corps 1 55 42 22 12 159 291 
Total 40) 584 1, 420 2, 007 2, 287 8, 433 14, 771 
Enclosure 1, p. 3 
i? i. of all commissioned office rs on active duty in the Navy as of Nov. 30. 1954 
(including FADM, TARS, retired and Wave officers 
Re Lieu Lieu- 
a is xdmiral | ~.. 4, Com tenant Lieu- tenant —_— Total 
Mtegory und | C@Ptain) mander| com- tenant | junior Ensign | Total 
above mander grade 
tricted line 221 1, 909 § 81 6, 321 13, O80 13, 333 | 11, 580 50, 33 
( 1 line 
ED 19 203 488 329 196 IR? 7¢ 1, 586 
AED 6 232 133 61 69 27 609 
sD 2 318 166 244 186 106 1, O85 
Medica] Corps 17 437 222 575 S68 3, 476 
Dental Corps p 383 142 396 769 1, 82] 
Medical Service Corps 39 225 354 278 101 Qs 
Nurse Corps I 15 47 , 239 639 240 2, 181 
Supply Corps 19 a4 509 766 , 406 1,179 1,180 5, 243 
Yhaplain Corps 2 23 134 183 246 250 838 
ivil Engineer Corps 7 69 288 160 362 377 36. 1, 628 
ota 298 2, 927 6, 824 8, 687 19, 159 18, 230 | 13, 67 69, 800 
( ge of tot 0.43 4.19 1. 78 12, 45 45 26. 12 19. 58 100. 0 
Ww-4 Ww-3 W-2 W-l 
\ tice 57 2 470 2. 338 760 62 
at 75, 425 
ides 1 nmodor etired 
srr Nore.—Also includes 3 FADM, 1 TAR, 6 retired 
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(Enclosure 2, p. 1) 
Estimated active-duty personnel requirements of the Marine Corps for end fiscal year 


1956 } 


Major 





Briga- Lieu- : Second | War- 
Officer eategory_. is comms dier |Colonel) tenant | Major c +p li -lieuten-| rant | Total 
abor e general colonel 2 ant officer 
Unrestricted ? 27 27 462 1, 237 2, 456 823 4,173 4, 606 16, 811 
Supply duty only 1 5 37 68 63 6 27 
Women marines ] 5 7 +) 45 40 128 
Warrant officers. 041 941 
Officer total 28 32 500 1,310 2, 526 3, 949 1, 218 4, 646 941 | 18,150 
Enlisted grades E-7 E-6 E-5 E-4 E-3 E-2 E-1 
Enlisted total 7, 905 9, 289 | 14,562 | 29,965 | 41,191 | 47,973 23, 965 174, 851 
Active duty 
total 193, 000 





' “*Active-duty personnel requirements’”’ is defined as the number of officers and enlisted personnel by 
grade, required to operate the Marine Corps at the end strength included in budget estimate for fiscal year 
1956, 

2 Includes limited-duty officers 


(Enclosure 2, p. 2) 


Estimated number of commissioned officers on active duty in the Marine Corps to be 
promoted to grade indicated during fiscal year 1956 





+ aan Briga- | Lieu- | : ist lieu- | . 
Officer category and dier | Colonel tenant Major | Captain | teriant Total 
aiuen general colonel | 
Unrestricted and limited- 
duty officers. i 6 11 39 78 415 618 2, 928 4, 096 
Supply duty only- -- 1 3 5 5 14 
Women marines. 6 7 12 25 
Total_- ai 6 12 42 83 426 625 2, 940 4, 134 


(Enclosure 2, p. 3) 


Analysis of all commissioned officers serving on active duty in the Marine Corps as 
of Nov. 30, 1954 





——, Briga- Lieu- Cen. First | Second 
Officer category SAS 27h. . dier | Colonel) tenant | Major ’ Pp lieu- lieu- Tot 
' and tain 
above | 2&neral colonel F tenant | tenant 
Unrestricted ! a 27 27 462 1,122 2,114 4,111 3, 451 6,196 | 17, 51 
Supply duty only-__-- 1 5 35 62 44 28 180 
Women marines-_-_-_..........|..---.-- Zs 1 3 16 35 11 82 148 
Total-_- . Mee 28 32 498 1, 187 2,179 4,174 3, 462 6,278 | 17,838 
Percentage of total | 0.16 0. 18 2.79 6. 65 12. 22 23. 40 19. 41 35.19 | 100.00 
w-4 Ww-3 Ww-2 W-l 
Warrant officers 22 295 400 277 994 
Grand total. é 18, 83 


Includes limited duty, Reserve, and temporary officers 


uo 
on 
2 


58130— 
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Captain Martineau. Now referring briefly to the flag and general 
officer grade, for instance, he refers to the legal limit as being 227. 
That is what the law prescribes. That is the ceiling that is prescribed 
in the law for the number of flag officers that we could have. 

The next number shows the proposed number to be on board for 
1956 as 215. Now, there is a difference there of 12, and the law 
allows that carrydown where the numbers are not used in a senior 
grade, to be passed on down to be used in the junior grades. And in 
the captain-colonel level there, you will note that the legal limit is 
2,726. We are allowed to have that 12 carrydown from the flag, 
which makes a legal limit of 2,726, but we only propose to have on 
board next year 1,920 captains in the line of the Navy. 

Leaving that for the moment, sir, and getting on with the actual 
report, I would like to deal first with that portion that covers our 
present strength. This report shows the strength of the Navy as it 
actually existed, the officer strength as of November 30, 1954. That 
is the latest date on which we have an accurate count. It shows there, 
as the table indicates, for each of the grades and each of the component 
parts of the Navy. 

Let us take flag rank, for example, we come down there to where 
the total is indicated as 298 flag officers, the number that we actually 
had on board on November 30. 

Senator Stennis. We are using enclosure 1, page 3? 

Captain Martingav. Yes. I would like to start from the present 
and work up. 

Senator Durr. Where is this now? 

Senator Stennis. Enclosure 1, page 3. 

Captain Martineau. Referring again to the rear admirals, Mr. 
Chairman, going down to the total, the total rear admirals and above 
in the Navy was 298 on the 30th of November. 

Now, what this report doesn’t show but what I would like to bring 
out, is that our actual needs, our requirements for this year are 350; 
but we had only 298 flag officers to fill those 350 requirements. Pass- 
ing on to page 2 of the report, sir 

Senator Stennis. Pardon me. What did you do? You needed 
three hundred-and-some-odd and you had only 298? 

Captain Martineau. Well, that is our problem, sir. We have a 
need of 350 and we have 298 available to fill those jobs. 

That means that some of the flag officers either have to double up, 
or in some cases we will have a senior captain fill in and cover those 
duties. 

Senator Srennis. This law was just passed last year now. Did the 
Congress cut down what you asked for or didn’t you ask for enough? 

Captain Martineau. Well, the Congress passed the Officer Grade 
Limitation Act, and set the number. That was the number that was 
agreed upon. But it doesn’t necessarily meet our full requirements. 

Senator Stennis. All right. 

Senator Durr. May I ask, in that connection wat caused that 
hiatus to be left in that shape? That is what I don’t understand, in 
view of the fact that this is new and you have to have junior officers 
perform superior officers’ functions. 

Captain Martineau. Well, sir, I would like to attempt to answer 
that question this way, Senator. 

Our requirements in the Navy, and I am sure it applies to all the 
other services, are constantly changing. For instance, since this law 
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was passed the Navy has had a new requirement for a flag officer in 
the Continental Air Defense. We now have to put a flag officer in 
there. 

That created a new flag officer billet that did not exist before. 
A new requirement arose for the Armed Forces special weapons proj- 
ect, and it is an important job, changing with the times. We simply 
have to put a flag officer in there and we have to make out as best 
we can. 

We are not complaining that this number is too small, but those 
are our requirements, and we regard it as our responsibility to get 
along as best we can. 

Senator Durr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask again, shouldn’t 
there be some method of an automatic readjustment that takes place, 
depending upon your requirements, rather than to be limited, as you 
are now under existing circumstances? 

Captain Martineau. I think the Navy would take the position, 
Senator, that when the time came where we felt we had to have more, 
that we were really up against it and that the requirements had gone 
so far beyond what the ‘law allowed that we had to have more “flag 
officers, then we would come to the Congress with our problem and 
ask that consideration be given to increasing this number. 

To date for the Navy in this grade we are satisfied with the number 
that the law allows. 

Senator Stennis. It doesn’t impair your efficiency, your operation? 

Captain Martineau. No, sir; for every job in the Navy, officer 
and enlisted, we have what we call allowance lists. 

We have a job description for every officer job and every enlisted 
job. We have it for our peacetime strength, what we call our per- 
sonnel allocation plan. And then we have a mobilization personnel 
allocation plan, which, of course, is much larger. Each of those have 
requirements. 

We don’t feel necessarily that we have to be up to the hilt all the 
time with the number on board to meet those requirements, although 
we like to be close to it. And I would like to develop that a little bit 
further, sir. That is a part of our problem, and I will touch on that 
as we get into 1956. 

Senator Stennis. All right, proceed. 

Captain MARTINEAU. Page 2 2 of this report itemizes the promotions 
in each of the grades of the ‘Nav y that the Navy is planning and pro- 
posed for the fiscal year 1956. 

Senator Srennis. These are new men coming in as rear admirals 
that have not been admirals before? 

Captain Martineau. That is correct, sir. For instance, com- 
mencing next July 1 we will promote a total, if authorized, of forty. 
The Secretary of the Navy is required by law to authorize a number 
each year within the limits prescribed, and that is the number we are 
actually going to operate with. Now, he hasn’t actually authorized 
these numbers yet. 

Senator Stennis. But you are going to ask him? 

Captain Martineau. We are going to ask him to authorize these 
numbers. 

Senator Stennis. Will a corresponding number go out? 

Captain Martineau. There will be an attrition, yes, sir. During 
this year there will be a number of flag officers and captains retiring 











10 OFFICER GRADE LIMITATIONS 


for age, there will be a certain number for physical disability, some 
will die, and there will be a reduction. This number takes all that 
into consideration, sir. That is to fill the expected vacancies. 

Now, if I may proceed to page 1 of the report, sir, where we get into 
1956. The law asks for our ac ‘tive-duty requirements, and this table 
shows those requirements. Referring again to the rear admirals and 
above, you will note there that the total is 321. 

Now during that year we plan to reduce our requirements from 350 
down to 321. We are faced with a reduction in the size of the Navy 
proposed, and if that goes through, then we will undoubtedly pursue 
this reduction in our flag officer requirements from 350 down to 321. 

Senator Stennis. In other words, the ceiling under the act for this 
proposed fiscal year would be 350? 

Captain Martineau. This is again requirements, sir. This is 
not what the law allows as to the number we can actually have. 

The number of flag officers we hope to have to fill those 321 billets 
is 303. In other words, we have 298 now, and by the end of the fiscal 
year 1956, we hope to have 303, an increase of 5. 

Senator Stennis. Still you are decreasing the size of the Navy 
How do you explain that? 

Captain Martineau. Well, sir, I would like to refer again to 
these requirements. I have mentioned the requirements we have 
right now for flag officers as presently written at 350. With the 
reducing size of the Navy, we are constantly reviewing these require- 
ments. We are going to reduce that required number from 350 down 
to 321. That is our requirement. 

Now, as I mentioned, to fill our 350 requirement today, we have 
298 flag officers. Now what we want to do, we hope to do this in 
1956, is to narrow the gap between the number that we have and 
our requirements. 

In other words, our requirements are going from 350 to 321, and 
we hope that our actual number can go from 298 to 303, so the gap 
will be narrowed between the number we have and the number we 
should have. 

Senator Srennis. I see your point. It is hard to explain on the 
floor. It is easy to explain on the floor where the number, the per- 
centage of officers would increase with an increased number of your 
pe sonnel, but it is hard to explain why the numbers of your officers 
would increase when there is a decrease in the numbers of the person- 
nel. All right, go ahead. That is the point that we are up against 
with the other members of the Senate all the time. 

Captain Martineau. Well, sir, that concludes my attempt to 
explain this report, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Stennis. Here is another matter that is always on the 
minds of the membership. You say you are going to have 40 new 
names come in next year. As a matter of fact, we will have many 
more promotions than 40, will we not, due to the duplicity of officer 
places that they are holding? 

Captain Martineav. There will only be the number of promotions 
as indicated in this table No. 2, sir, and it may be less. This is a 
ceiling. 

Senator Srennis. But we will have more than that to confirm 
because we confirm the position as well as the man. ie know, 
every time he is appointed to a special office within the Navy, he is 
made chief of something, and then that calls for a confirmation. 





OFFICER GRADE LIMITATIONS 11 


Captain Martineau. There will be 40 new rear admirals as shown 
by the table. 

Now, in addition to that, there will be officers appointed to com- 
manders in chief of the fleet and other important 3- and 4-star jobs 
that require Senate confirmation. Those will be in addition to the 
40, but they will not be new flag officers. 

Senator SteNNis. But there will be many more names, that is, 
confirmations that will appear on the Executive Calendar there? 

Captain Martineau. In the flag grade? 

Senator STENNIs. Yes. 

Captain Martineau. Well, to that extent, yes, sir. I don’t think 
it would be a great many more, but it would be something less than 40. 

Senator Srennis. Well, every time you clis ange the chief of a naval 
bureau, why, we have to confirm him; do we not? 

Captain Martringav. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Stennis. And that is very misleading until you look into it. 

Senator Durr. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you pointed out, in view of 
the various cutbacks and explanations and excitement about it, this 
thing is going to cause a lot of discussion. 

Senator STENNIs. Yes. 

Senator Durr. We have got to be pretty well saturated with the 
information, because there are going to be lots of questions asked 
about it. 

Captain MartTingAv. | appreciate that, 

Senator SreNNis. Well, you have pretty call covered here, I think, 
the questions that we had in mind to ask you about. You are not 
now then up to your ceilings as imposed by this law? 

Captain Martineau. We are below the ceiling that the law allows, 
sir. 

Senator Stennis. Well, how is this law working out now, the act 
of 1954? Do you think it is going to be a fair approximation? 

Captain Martineau. I can speak for Admiral Holloway, Mr. 
Chairman, by stating that : so far the Navy is well pleased with this 
grade limitation act. 

We are operating within it all right, making certain assumptions, 
and facing problems that we have with the large bulk of World War 
II officers, this young officer group that we augmented into the force 
at the end of the war. 

They are concentrated in a couple of years, and we will have a 
future problem with them, but we anticipate no problem for the next 
5 years under the Officer Grade Limitation Act, assuming that 
present conditions continue, that we continue with about the same 
size Navy. 

Senator Stennis. Well, we get up on the floor over there and say 
that we are bringing in 5,000 confirmations, you see. There is another 
point involved in this duplici ity with most of the services. You have 
temporary grades and then you have the permanent. 

Captain MarvIneav. Yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. And there has to be a confirmation each time a 
man is promoted from temporary to a permanent officer; isn’t that 
correct? 

Captain Martineau. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Do you have any questions, Senator Duff, on 
this point at this time? 
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Senator Durr. No. 

Senator STENNIS. Senator Ervin? 

Senator Ervin. No. 

Senator Stennis. We have General Nelson of the Marine Corps 
and Colonel Platt is here, too. 

All right, General. We will hear you next on the Marine Corps. 


Marine Corps 


General Netson. Gentlemen, I would like to make two brief re- 
marks preliminary to an explanation of the Marine Corps portion of 
that report which you have from the Secretary of the Navy. 

The first is that the number of general officers which the Marine 
Corps plans to maintain during fiscal years 1955 and 1956 does not 
increase and does not exceed the number now on board. 

The second is that the number of field grade officers which we plan 
to maintain during the fiscal year is considerably less than that 
authorized by the Officer Grade Limitation Act. After Lieutenant 
Colonel Platt has given you an explanation of the Marine Corps 
portion of that report which you have, why, we will be very glad to 
answer any questions you may have, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Now, the first point you made there was what? 
My attention was on another point. 

General Netson. The number of general officers which the Marine 
Corps plans to maintain during fiscal years 1955 and 1956 does not 
increase, and it does not exceed the limit authorized or the number 
still on board. 

Senator Srennis. I notice in the paper that you are reducing your 
forces 31,000 men. Is there a corresponding decrease in the number 
of your officers along that line? 

General Netson. Not in the general officer grade, sir. There will 
be a decrease in the number of officers. 

Senator Stennis. Of course, that would hardly affect your general 
officers. 

General Netson. That is true, sir. 

Senator Srennis. All right, you want the colonel to be heard next. 
All right, Colonel Platt. 

Colonel Puarr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to follow generally the 
same procedure as Captain Martineau did. 

First, with respect to the Secretary’s letter to the chairman, as it 
shows there for the Marine Corps in the second column, on July 1, 
1956, we will be below the legal limit in all the grades on which there 
is a legal limitation in terms of unrestricted line officers. 

Then referring to page 3 of enclosure 2, sir, that page shows the 
numbers of commissioned officers serving on active duty as of No- 
vember 30, 1954. As in the case of the Navy, that is the latest ac- 
curate count that we have 

The line starting with the 28 major generals and above and read- 
ing 32 brigadier generals is our ‘‘total” line. Those are our total 
officer strengths in each of the grades, and they correspond to the 
actual on boards that we have as of November 30. I would like to 


point out, sir, that at this time we are understrength in lieutenant 
colonels and majors. 


Senator Stennis. Why is that? 
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Colonel Piarr. In returning to the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 
for our promotions this year, Mr. Chairman, we have not yet effected 
certain promotions. That is, the officers have been selected but they 
will not be promoted until approximately the Ist of April. We have 
on the promotion list now 265 lieutenant colonels and 714 majors. 
About the 1st of April these figures in lieutenant colonel and major 
grade will rise. 

I might say that those officers incidentally will draw back pay 
until the first of the year, so in terms of the officers we are paying, 
our figures are higher than shown in this chart. That is a peculiarity 
because of the time we elected to take this inventory, November 30, 
1954. 

Senator Stennis. Well, you had to do that to meet this report 
requirement, did you not? 

Colonel Puarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator STENNIs. You don’t have a temporary appointment in the 
Marine Corps, do you? 

Colonel Puarr. Yes, sir. Our promotion system is the same as 
the Navy, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator STENNIs. You have 17,838 officers now. That is all officers? 

Colonel Piarr. All officers; yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. How many men do you have? What is the total 
personnel in the Marine Corps? 

Colonel PLarr. At the same date, sir? 

Senator STennis. Yes. 

Colonel Piarr. The total personnel is 221,781. 

Senator Stennis. All right, you may proceed. 

Colonel Puatr. Page 2 of. enclosure 2, Mr. Chairman, shows the 
maximum number of officers we plan on promoting during fiscal year 
1956. 

Starting on the left it shows that we estimate 6 promotions to major 
general, and 12 to brigadier general, which breaks down 11 unrestricted 
and 1 supply duty. Then it shows similar figures for all grades. 
Page 1 of the enclosure—— 

Senator Stennis. Pardon me. Will they be generals for the first 
time? 

Colonel Piarr. The ones to brigadier general, sir, will be, the 12. 
The six major generals involved will come from the brigadier grade. 

Page 1 of enclosure 2 shows the estimated active-duty personnel 
requirements for the end of the next fiscal year, broken down by un- 
restricted, supply duty only, women marines, warrant officers, and 
total officers. 

The total officer figure represents the numbers of officers in each 
grade that are presently contained in the budget estimate for fiscal 
year 1956. 

Senator Stennis. Now, let’s see, that is enclosure 2, page 1. 

Colonel Piarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. You are going to have 18,150 stopping up there 
above. Now that includes the warrant officers? 

Colonel Piatt. Yes, sir. 1 can give you that figure exclusive of 
warrant officers if you want it. 

Senato: Stennis. How does that compare with what you have now? 
That is what we want to get at. 
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Colonel PLarr. Right now, sir, we have 18,832 officers as of Novem- 
ber 30. Nineteen months from now we are "planning on 18,150. 

Senator Stennis. Why that reduction? 

Colonel Puarr. Well, sir, that is a reduction in terms of the overall 
ieee Corps strength reducing. It does not come down propor- 
tionately, however. 

Senator STENNIs. It does come down some. 

Colonel Piarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Six hundred eighty something, 682. 

Colonel Piatr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. That is for the 31,000 reduction in your total 
personnel? 

Colonel Puatrr. It will be a total Marine Corps of 193,000, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Stennis. That is what you take off the 31,000; is that right? 

Colonel Puiarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. So yours does reduce, even though not propor- 
tionately, it does reduce the number? 

Colonel Piarr. The total number of officers does reduce, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Stennis. All right, proceed. 

Colonel Puiatrr. On page 1, of enclosure 2, it gives the grade distri- 
bution of officers that we plan to have at that time. 

In summation, it is the same number of general officers as we have 
now, 2 more colonels, I believe it is, but we actually have some on 
the promotion list, and as soon as they are promoted, our present 
number will be up to 500. And more lieutenant colonels and majors 
than we now have, sir. But after the promotions are completed in 
about April 1, the figures will be approximately the same as the ones 
shown on this chart. 

Senator Srpennis. Well, would it be a better date for this report to 
be made along in April or May? Would that better suit the services? 

Captain Martineau. You would get more accurate information, 
sir. 

Senator STeENnNis. It is a good time? 

Colonel Piarr. Insofar as the Marine Corps is concerned, this 
year we have quite a peculiarity, Mr. Chairman, in that our dis- 
tribution is as of the Ist of January, and in returning to the Officer 
Personnel Act there is this administrative lag in effecting these 
promotions. 

Senator Srennis. What does the Army say about that situation? 
Is January 30 after all a very practical date to call for these reports? 

General WesrmMoreLaNp. From the Army view, it is as practical 
as any date that could be chosen, sir. 

Senator Stennis. What does the Air Force say to that question? 

General Stone. We feel it is a very satisfactory date, sir, and as 
we understood it, one of the attempts of this committee was to have 
the information available at the time of the budget——— 

Senator Srennis. It is almost necessary from ‘that standpoint, but 
I wane to know how it affected you. Are you through now, 
gentlemen? 


Colonel Piarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator STennis. Senator Ervin? Senator Duff? 

Senator Durr. I think in line with what you have said, Mr. Chair- 
men, that it will he e wondorful thine to cet thig dawn on a common 
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basis of understanding, which maybe they have had but I am sure 
that we haven’t had. 

Senator Stennis. Well, I think their reports will be very helpful, 
Senator Duff, and we can get someone to go over these, that under- 
stands them better than we do, and get their advice. 

Senator Durr. Simplicity would be a great virtue, if it could be 
achieved. 

Senator Stennis. The idea of bringing in a report, having a new 
start every vear, and having the facts before us, especially early mm 
the session, is going to be quite helpful I think 

All right. The next on my list here is General Stone of the Air 
Force. 

You are accompanied by Colonel Kane and Colonel Halenbeck; is 
that mght? 

General Stone. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. All right, General, you may proceed. Do we 
have copies of your report? 

General Stone. Yes, sir; it is as follows. 


Arr Force 


Comparison of limitations of officer grade structure 








Est ad I ati Below lir 
} » , . 
Grad ae : med Publie Law ition Nov. 30, 1954 
ments June 30, 1956 349 June 30, 1956 0 
Generali officers... \ g 472! 44 450 7 410 
Colonel { a Sem) 4. 671 5. 460 —789 4,318 
Lieutenant colonel] 11, 136 9, 319 204 1, 975 &, 400 
Major 24, 183 22, O11 25, 337 326 20, 474 
Captair 42, 099 38, 707 53, 76 
Lieutenant 55, 960 63, 699 f 132 
Potal — ‘ 138, 850 138, 850 128, 530 
Officer promotions, fiscal year 1956 
F isc al ear 
lo 195¢€ 
ty / 
290 
tenant colonel 930 
S , 3, 534 
{ aptain 6, OOO 
lieutenant - - ‘ 18, 746 
Total_--. 28, 231 


Fiscal year 1956.—Promotions indicated above are included in the June 30 


1956, end strengths. These promotions will not bring the assigned-by-grade 
strength up to requirements in the higher grades by end fiscal year 1956 as shown 
on page 5. Recognizing the necessity for a continuing opportunity for advance- 
ment, the difference between assigned strength and requirement will be phased 
over a period of years. This phasing is necessary in view of the planned level- 
off in the commissioned officer strength. Through such a plan of extending the 
time over which these allowable promotions may be accomplished continuing 
career opportunity and incentive will be provided up to a point at which time 
retirements will provide relief in the higher grades and thus permit a continuing 
promotion plan. The number of promotions allowable in any one year, under this 


58130—55 3 
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planned phasing, is necessarily limited; therefore, it is possible to carefully screen 
and consequently promote the most effective officers. 

General Stone. I see the time is passing rapidly, and I will try to 
make mine as brief as possible. I would like to preface my detailed 
analysis of the report with two general statements which indicate 
the overall situation. 

As will be indicated in the report, we are at the present time and 
will be at the end of this current fiscal year, and again at the end of 
fiscal year 1956 within the limitations established by the Officer 
Limitation Act. And you will note as we go through the report we 
are below the authorized numbers in some of the grades by a sig- 
nificant amount. 

The reason that that has been done has been in order to phase our 
promotions over a series of years rather than have a feast and famine 
type of operation. And at the same time to keep it in line with the 
overall phase buildup of the force itself. 

Now, if you will note on page 5 of the pamphlet before you, you have 
the requirements for fiscal year 1956 in the left-hand column of 
figures, 

In the next column, the second column from the left, you have the 
number of people estimated to be on board June 30, 1956, and the 
next column is the limitation under the act for the upper grades. 

The next column shows the differences or the number of people we 
will be below the authorized limits in the top four grades. The last 
column shows the number of people we have on hand as of November 
30, 1954. 

On page 8 of the report it shows the number of promotions sched- 
uled in 1956, fiscal year 1956, in the top four grades. That is shown 
in the left-hand column of figures. All of our officers in the Air 
Force are included in these overall numbers. 

Senator Srennis. Pardon me, General, for just a minute. Stopping 
there on page 8, the first item, fiscal 1954, that means there were 32 
new individuals brought in as generals that year? 

General Stone. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. In 1955 you jump to 78. 

General Stone. Yes, sir. 

Senator STENNIS. 1956 you drop back to 39. 

General Stone. Yes, sir. 

Senator STENNIS. Now, why that big difference there between 1954 
and 1955 and then dropping back in 1956 to about the same as you 
did in 1954? 

General Srone. Sir, if you will recall, in 1954 we were operating 
under the formula that you mentioned earlier, which had been estab- 
lished by the committee which set the limit of general officers in the 
Air Force at 383. 

Senator STENNIs. Yes. 

General Stone. At the time of the hearings on the Officer Limita- 
tion Act, that formula was discussed, and it was requested of the 
committee that the formula be removed in light of the requirements 
that had been established and which were ultimately recognized in 
the law. 

We, therefore, have scheduled during this current fiscal year, the 
first year of operation of the law, a larger number to make up the 
deficit between our requirements and those allowed under the previous 
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formula. We still, however, have not gone completely to the limit of 
the law. Jt will be approximately 96 percent during this year. 

Senator STENNIS. 1955? 

General Stone. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. In other words, you will go up to within 4 per- 
cent of that ceiling? 

General Stone. Yes, sir. The law during fiscal 1955 authorizes 
445, and we propose to have 428 

Senator Stennis. Of course, you had an expanded program during 
that time. 

General Stone. Yes, sir. During that time we will have gone from 

106-wing force to a 121-wing force and on to 137 wings in fiscal year 
1957, 

Senator Srennis. All right, proceed. 

General Stone. In general, sir, that is the report. There are many 
backup figures in this pamphlet, but the basic figures I have given you 
are those required by law. 

Senator SreNNis. All right. Senator Ervin, do you have any 
questions? 

Senator Ervin. No. 

Senator STENNIS. Senator Duff? 

Senator Durr. No, sir. 

Senator Stennis. I think, gentlemen, it is very clear that each of 
these reports justified a full sitting of the subcommittee with you 
gentlemen to discuss various angles. We may ask you to come back. 

This is the filing of the report and the general discussion, and any- 
thing you want to especially point out. It doesn’t mean that we are 
passing over anything, and I don’t want you to pass over things you 
think ought to be called to our attention just because we are a little 
pressed for time this morning. 

General Stone. No, sir. As a matter of fact, we have indicated 
on several pages of this booklet many of the items which we have 
recognized as being of interest to the committee in the past, and we 
think will be of a continuing interest. 


ARMY 


Senator Stennis. All right, : there is nothing further from the Air 
Force, then we will come to General Westmoreland of the Army. 

You have Colonel Davis and Major Overstreet with you; is 
that correct? 

General WESTMORELAND. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I am Srek 
dier General Westmoreland of the Office, Assistant Chief of Staff G- 
Department of the Army. My purpose is to explain to you the Secre- 
tary of the Army’s report required by the Officer Grade Limitation 
Act. I believe you have that report before you. 

(The document above referred to is as follows: 


’ 


Hon. Ricuarp B. RusskE.t. 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Service 5, United ole te Senate, 

Dear Mr. CHarRMAN: In accordance with section 404, Public Law 349, 83d 
Congress, there is submitted herewith as an enclosure information pertaining to 
commissioned officers of the Army. 

The information presented has been prepared as of January 10, 1955. The 
distribution of officers by grade for fiscal year 1956 has been approved by 
the Office of the Secretary of Defeise. The grade distribution is that which is 
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required by the Department of the Army to man the force of 1,025,000 for fiscal 
year 1956. As you will recall, the requirements for general, colonel, lieutenant 
colonel, and major were justified to Congress and are enumerated in Public Law 
349. The projected end strengths in these grades for fiscal year 1956 are, in all 
cases, less than strengths authorized by this law. 
{oBERT T. STEVENS 
Secretary of the Army. 


Report or ActuaL AND EstiMATED STRENGTH OF COMMISSIONED OFFICERS OF 
rHE ARMY, BY GRADE 


1. Estimated active duty personnel requirements for fiscal vear 1956: 


General (Excluding. 3 generals of the Army). -- os Ries 494 
Colonel J gr ape = ng ad “a : =f 5, 026 
Lieutenant colonel 3 5 12, 386 
Major = i ‘ heii 17, 217 
Captain ‘ — Senet caeelenide 28, 500 
Ist lieutenant head 2 ¢ 19, 645 
2d lieutenant eS. : : 19, 629 

Total I re ee ae el a L tut sGesticwe _.. 102, 897 


2. Estimated number of commissioned officers in each grade on active duty 


as of January 31, 1955: 


General (Excluding 3 generals of the Army)-_- ee sn aa od 485 
Colonel ‘ " ss ite oil " a ae sae 4 855 
Lieutenant colonel “ :  ecacarate Z ; aera o 13, 128 
Major__- ; . weve ; wceale, UB ISAT aes 


Captain 7 Yu abode eek sox jada sBbE OR Ces eee 
ie TERPS on A ae at eh eee 19, 400 
2d lieutenant__.- ; Sa a es ie tte Lok ne 


Total ‘ utes 3) se Jee: J 114, 723 


3. Estimated number of officers to be promoted during fiscal year 1956: 
To grade of — 


General P . eb be ese tee ru = re ; blx Shi S che 48 
Colonel suet Roce ia er i tee eee ke 562 
Lieutenant colonel__ he ie eee <p i eee ie 876 
Major pata wee oe rae 1, 608 
Captain ; Dati be x 7823 : 4,118 
Ist lieutenant 5, tekst cerertees. oth. J Pein te De ia , 15, 870 

Total = a et ee | ae i i z ca - 23, O82 


cl ' 


1) Comparison of actual and programed grade distribution for fiscal year 


1. Analysis of current distribution by grade of commission officers on active 
it 
1955 to authorized grade distribution under Public Law 349: 


Authorized 





Estimated Programed : 
; es : =. | Public Law 349 

J 31, 1955 7 > 30, 1055 : a 

an. 31, 195 June 30, 195 (June 30, 1955 

General (Excluding 3 generals of the Army : 485 496 498 
Colonel 4,855 4, 852 5, 086 
Lieutenant colonel 13, 128 12, 800 12, 687 
Major 16, 898 17, 727 17, 610 
Captain 31, 567) (29, 800) 30, 900) 

Ist lieutenant 19, 400 16, 808) 

% nant (28, 390) (21, 714) (37, 416) 
Total 114, 725 104, 197 104, 197 
I ROTC 2d lieutenants (5, 500) 5, 550) 
lotal 114, 723 (109, 697) (109, 697) 


The Department of the Army programed and required strengths of officers for 
fiscal year 1955 is 104,200. On the basis of this strength the grade spread indicated 
in column 2 above has been requested. The 5,500 ROTC officers indicated in the 
parentheses in the grade of second lieutenant are those additional officers who 
the Army is required to order to active duty during fiscal year 1955. This number, 
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therefore, results in a total officer strength of 109,700. Accordingly, the Depart- 
ment of the Army feels that the grade spread authorized under Public Law 349 
should be based on a strength of 104,200 rather than 109,700, inasmuch as the 
5,500 ROTC are all in the grade of second lieutenant. 

The programed strength for end fiscal year 1955 in the grades of lieutenant 
colonel and major exceed the strengths in these grades authorized by Public Law 
349. However, the cumulative understrength in the grades of general and colonel 
compensate for the overage in the grades of lieutenant colonel and major. 

(6) Comparison of programed grade distribution for fiscal year 1956 to author- 
ized grade distribution under Public Law 349: 


Programed Authorized 
eo sore =|Public Law 349 


June 30, 195€ 4 a 
Mew, 1999 | Tune 30, 1956 


General (excluding 3 generals of the Army) 


. 404 496 
Colonel_- 5 026 5, 060 
Lieutenant colonel 12. 3R¢ 12, 556 
Major 17, 217 17, 440 
Captain (28, 500) (29, 800) 
ist lieutenant 19. 645 (37. 545) 
2d lieutenant. - 19, 629 

Total.. 102, 897 102, 897 


(c) It is the considered opinion of the Department of the Army that the grade 
distribution authorized by Public Law 349 represents the Army’s requirements 
by grade for the total officer strengths indicated. Accordingly, the Department 
of the Army intends, through a period of transition, to alter its grade structure 
so that by end fiscal vear 1957 the programed grade distribution will be in accord 
with the provisions of Public Law 349 to the extent that budgetary limitations 
will allow. At the time that the original grade distribution for fiseal year 1955 
was developed, Public Law 349 had not been enacted and, in consequence, the 
end strengths programed for fiscal year 1955 do not reflect the ratios underlying 
its provisions. In programing end strengths for fiscal year 1956, the Army 
substantially altered its grade distribution so as to bring it more nearly in line 
with the limitations imposed by the act. 

General WrestMoRELAND. Mr. Chairman, we have attempted to 
make this report as simple as possible. On the second page following 
the cover letter, there are certain numbered paragraphs that I shall 
subsequently refer to. 

Prior to explaining the details of the report, | would like to point 
out and emphasize that the officer-grade spread in the Department of 
the Army is based on minimum practical requirements for officers in 
specific grades. The Department of the Army in determining what 
grade spread will be used or requested during a given fiscal year 
attempts to match its total requirements for the fiscal year. 

In determining these requirements, cognizance is taken of the 
various commitments and programs required of the Army to accom- 
plish its mission and, at the same time, maintain a vitalized Army 
with a reasonable opportunity for advancement and accompanying 
reward for outstanding performance. 

If you will refer to the first page of the report following the covering 
letter, you will note in part 1 that the number of officers by grade 
required for fiscal year 1956 are tabulated. This is within-the-grade 
spread authorized by the Officer Grade Limitation Act of 1954. 

If you will refer to part 2, you will note that the table there indicates 
what the Army actually expects to have on hand as of January 31, 
1955. 

You will note in general a smaller number of officers than programed. 
For example, from 494 officers required for fiscal year 1956, you will 
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note that we have on hand as of January 31 only 485. That is be- 
cause of the lapse time or, in other words, the time lag between the 
creation of a general-officer vacancy and the appointment of an officer 

to fill such vacancy. We require a general-officer vacancy before we 
can nominate to the Congress an officer to fill that vacancy. In order 
to stay within the authorized ceiling, we always have at any one time 
a lesser number of general officers on active duty than authorized. 

Part 3 indicates the estimated number of officers to be promoted 
during fiscal year 1956. You will note that our program provides for 
18 promotions to general officer grade during the fiscal year. 

Senator Stennis. Well, now that 48 there, that is men who have not 
been generals before. That is new blood. 

General WestMORELAND. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SreENNIs. So you have about 10 percent coming in. You 
have 485 up there on duty. 

General WEesTMORELAND. Yes, sir. Roughly 10 percent, new blood 
as you refer to it, in the general-officer grade. 

Senator STENNis. All right, continue. 

General WestTMoRELAND. Now, referring to part 4 of the report, 
this is an analysis of the current distribution by grade. 

Senator STeENNiIs. Where is that now, on the second physical page? 

General WrsTMORELAND. Yes, sir; second page, paragraph 4. We 
have presented there a comparison of our estimated actual and our 
programed or required grade distribution for fiscal year 1955 with that 
authorized by Public Law 349. 

It should be noted that the required distribution is based on the 
strength of 104,200 officers rather than 109,700, the latter increase 
being due to an additional 5,500 ROTC officers brought on active duty. 

As you perhaps recall, Mr. Chairman, we had an excess number of 
ROTC graduates for our Active Army requirements in fiscal year 1955. 
In order to commission those graduates the Department of the Army 
was authorized additional peal over and above the total authorized 
ceiling for officers during fiscal year 1955. 

Senator Stennis. Well, are you going to have to do that again this 
year? 

General WestTMoRELAND. At this time, we hope that such a proce- 
dure will not be necessary during fiscal year 1956, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Why? 

ROTC program 

General WestMoORELAND. We have permission from the Secretary 
of Defense to phase active duty of ROTC commissioned officers over 
a 2-year period rather than requiring all graduates to come to duty 
within 1 year following their graduation. The Secretary of Defense 
has directed that delay beyond 1 year be voluntary on the part of the 
individual. 

Senator Stennis. Well, have you reduced the number then that 
you are taking into this advanced ROTC? 

General WEsTMORELAND. Mr. Chairman, because of the reduced 
manpower ceilings the active duty requirements for lieutenants during 
fiscal year 1956 are much smaller. In order to remain within the 
strength ceilings, we will have to phase over to the following fiscal 
year a considerable number of these ROTC commissioned officers. 


Senator STENNis. You will have to ask them to wait a year for their 
military service to begin? 
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General WesTMORELAND. That is correct, si! 

Senator Ervin. They are commissioned at the graduation into the 
Reserve Corps, aren’t they? | 

General WESTMORELAND. Yes, sir. They are commissioned in the 
Army Reserve. As I indicated before, those who are phased to duty 
later than a year following their graduation must volunteer in order 
that this can be done. At the present time a determination is being 
made by the PMST’s as to the number of prospective ROTC gradu- 
ates this June who desire to report to active duty during the second 
year following their graduation rather than during the first year. 
This information will be available in the very near future. At that 
time our problem can be determined. 

Senator STENNIS. Now you are going back into the beginning of 
where they start the ROTC courses. Since you apparently had too 
many of them graduating, you are cutting down on the number that 
you let into these courses at the college level, and to the ROTC for 
advance training? 

General WESTMORELAND. The reduction in the program is being 
accomplished by failure of the students to enroll in the advanced 
course. In September 1953 approximately 18,000 enrolled in MS ITI 
while only 15,000 enrolled in September 1954. It is from this MS 
III enrollment, the advanced course, that we actually obtain our 
officer production. However, one must keep in mind that the purpose 
of the ROTC is to provide officers for the Reserve and not to provide 
officers to meet exclusively the requirements of the Active Army. 
The cause for the excess number of graduates in fiscal years 1955 and 
1956 was the reduced manpower ceilings. It is not possible to adjust 
the ROTC enrollment to meet rapidly fluctuating active duty 
requirements. 

Senator Stennis. You don’t tell those young fellows though, when 
you start to take them in the ROTC courses back there, that they 
are being taken just as prospective Reserve officers, You hold before 
them the attraction of becoming regular officers, do you not? 

General WestMorELAND. Yes, sir, We have a distinguished mili- 
tary graduate program where we commission into the Regular Army 
a number of them each year. 

Our program for this fiscal year 1956 calls for approximately 400 
to be taken into the Regular Army after graduating from the ROTC 
course. 

Senator Stennis. I want to encourage the ROTC program myself. 
I think that is where you get some of your very best officers. 

General WESTMORELAND. Without any question, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Stennis. There is such a broad spread over the country, too. 

General WrsTMORELAND. We have received many outstanding 
Regular officers through the ROTC program. In general these ROT C 
officers did a tremendous job during World War II and Korea. 

It should be noted that the grade spread, of course, is based on 
104,000 officers rather than 109,000 because of the additional incre- 
ment of ROTC graduates. 

In subparagraph (b) of part 4 there is a comparison of the required 
grade spread for fise ‘al year 1956 with that authorized by Public Law 
349. That is paragraph (b) at the bottom of the page. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

General WestMorELAND. That shows you the program as com- 
pared with the—— 
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Senator Stennis. You are coming up within two of your authorized 
number of acre 

General WesTMORELAND. As an operating ceiling, Mr. Chairman. 
Army strength 

Senator Stennis. Well, that brings up a question here going back 
to that first page now. You have a reduction in the Army, a con- 
templated reduction of 275,000 men, is that generally correct? I 
have heard that figure mentioned. I believe General Ridgway gave 
that figure before the Armed Services Committee. 

General WrestmorELAND. We had programed for this fiscal year, 
an end strength of 1,173,000. The Secretary of Defense has modified 
that end strength to 1,100,000. 

The guidance that we have been given and which we are now 
programing and budgeting for, calls for an end strength for fiscal year 
1956 of 1,025,000. 

Senator Stennis. What is your difference there? 

General WEesTMORELAND. We drop 75,000 during fiscal year 1956. 

Senator Stennis. General Ridgway testified before the committee 
the other day that the effect of the reduction would be 275 ,000 in the 
year 1956. I don’t know just where his starting point was. It 
might have been from January of this year or July 1, 1956. 

General WesrmorELAND. I think that was from January 1, 1955, 
to the end of fiscal year 1956, sir, over a period of a year and a half. 

Senator Srennis. Anyway you are programing here for the second 
thing on your first sheet here under the letter, the second category 
says “Estimated number of commissioned officers in each grade on 
active duty January 31, 1955, generals, 485.”’ 

Now, go back there to “1” and you are going to have 494 generals 
in the fiscal year 1956, in spite of this big reduction here in your 
personnel. Now, how do you explain that? 

General WesTMORELAND. We have an organizational table re quire- 
ment in 1956, or in other words, we have ceneral officer billets for 552 
general officers. During the preceding fiscal year, that of 1955, we 
had such requirement for 557 general officers. 

As the strength of our Army goes down, it does not reflect itself 
in the same proportion in our senior officer grades, because a great 
percentage of our general officers are in positions not influenced by a 
reduction in total strength. 

Senator Stennis. Well, we are not dealing in percentages here. 
We are dealing in actual numbers. That is why I say it is more 
binding here to explain these figures. 

General WestmMorRELAND. Mr. Chairman, I have the details on 
that, sir, and I have Major Overstreet with me, who can give the 
committee the details on the matter. 

Senator Srennis. Well, just as a general proposition, though, why 
do you have to have more generals now for an Army of 275 000 less 
men? Give us a practical rule-of-hand reason for that. 

General WesTMORELAND. Well, actually, Mr. Chairman, we pro- 
gramed, for fiscal year 1955, for 496 general officers. That is shown 
in the middle column at paragraph 4. The program figure is a ceiling. 
We will never reach that ceiling within the fiscal year. 

Now, at paragraph 2, the chart shows the actual number of general 
officers that we now have on our active-duty roll. There is a list now 
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at the on House containing nine colonels nominated for brigadier 
genera 


Senator Stennis. Additional? 
General WestMoRELAND. Yes, sir. 
fore we nominate to fill such vacancies. 

Senator STeNNis. Add that 9 to your 485 and that will make 494. 
That still brings it up to exactly the same number. 

General WEsTMoRELAND. The 9 are already included in the 485, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator STENNIS. Assume that you will not reduce your generals 
any, I think it calls for an explanation of why you are not going to 
reduce them, if you are going to reduce your men 275,000. 

General WestMoRELAND. Sir, we are reducing our authorized or 
programed number of general officer positions by two, from 496 that 
we have programed for ‘the end of the fise val year 1955, we are reducing 
by 2 for the coming fiscal year. 

Senator Stennis. My belief is if you are going to increase it 275,000 
men, your personnel, that you would feel the need of a great many 
more general officers. 

Now, you are going to reduce it by that number, 275,000, and it 
seems to me like that should reflect some reduction in your general 
officers. 

General WEesTMORELAND. We are reducing our programed author- 
ization by two, sir, and we are still within the Officer Grade Limitation 
Act of 1954. We have not equaled or exceeded that limitation. We 
will at all times have less than the number programed on our rolls. 

Senator STENNis. I know that, but that doesn’t get to the question 
here. Isn’t there some explanation of why this is not causing some 
reduction? 

General WesrmoretanD. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, 


I would like to ask Major Overstreet if he will give you additional 
detail. 


We require the vacancies be- 


General office r positions 

Major Overstreet. We can explain that, sir. The year before 
last in July 1953 we went before the House Armed Services Committee 
to justify our generals. At that particular time we had 608 general 
officer positions, although we were restricted in actual number to 
496 by the limitation imposed by your committee, sir. Our require- 
ment was therefore more than the ceiling. 

At the present time our requirements have been reduced 58 spaces, 
but it is over and above the spaces which we are supporting. 

We have the requirements, in fact, we are working down now to a 
realistic figure. ‘This is the first time that our ac tual strength will 
agree with the sliding scale. Before that we have always been under 
our requirements. 

Last year the Grade Limitation Act authorized 512 but we were 
able to support only 496 positions. We have reduced those 16 spaces 
plus 2 more in fiscal year 1956 which will bring us down to 494. 

Senator Srennis. Well, this committee formula of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, that held you back too much, is that right, during 
those past years? 

Major Overstreet. To a certain extent, sir. We were more or 
less handicapped each year whenever we had a new position authorized, 
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particularly when the military advisory groups and our military mis- 
sions started. Any time we had a new commitment such as that, we 
had to downgrade one of the positions then occupied by a ge neral 
officer. As a result, we have training divisions at the present time 
with only two generals, which will be authorized; three when reorgan- 
ized as tactical divisions. We have all of our corps without the corps 
engineers who should be general officers. 

In the continental United States the corps have 2 instead of 
generals. We had to drop off some positions to meet new require- 
ments. We are getting back to the point where our ceiling is now 
more realistic and can more adequately support our requirements. 

Senator STeNNis. Well, I had said I thought you were getting 
where you diluted these commissions by having too many officers. 

It seems to me like you men in these key places in the services 
would be interested in holding this down some rather than just turning 
it loose, because so many of these men, with all deference to them 
personally, they get to be 51 and 52 years of age, they go out here 
right at their prime, I think, and cut a big splash in industrial life that 
makes an impression here on the Congress and the people as a whole 
throughout the country. 

They begin to think that what we need is fewer officers and keep 
them longer, not retire them so early. Some day that thought will 
precipitate all of a sudden, solidify, | mean, and keep you fellows in a 
vise. 

Senator Ervin. The public doesn’t understand why so many men 
are retiring with their high ranks at the time they ought to be of most 
use to the country. 

Captain Martineau. Could I make one point, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator STENNIs. Sure, that is what we have you here for. 

Captain Martineav. Regarding the point which you just raised, 
sir, which, of course, is a very important one, but there is this fact, 
too: that the fewer flag officers and generals that we have, the more 
captains and colonels must be retired, because they cannot be pro- 
moted into those grades. So that means then that more of the officers 
in that age bracket, that colonel-captain age bracket, cannot be 
promoted if we reduce the opportunity to go into flag rank, then, of 
course, more of them must go out. 

I would like to make one more point, if I can. 

Senator Srennis. Let me say this on that. I wasn’t referring just 
to the generals here. I have said all officers, that you were diluting 
the commissions of all officers, it seems to me, by having too many. 

And right on that point, it is generally said now you have got com- 
missioned officers doing sergeants’ work. I hear that all around over 
the country. 

Captain Martineau. Could I make one more point, sir. We 
have a large military force today, and we are obviously trying to get 
the very best quality that we can. Everybody wants that, of course, 
in our officer corps. 

And if we are going to get the best quality, we have to offer some 
kind of a decent career opportunity to these people. So that means 
for the most important part of a career, promotion based upon merit. 
And if there is no opportunity, or if the opportunity is inadequate, we 
will be faced with a situation that is actually occurring today where 
prohibitive numbers of our young officers are resigning. 
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Senator STENNIS. Well, don’t misunderstand me. We are just 


talking here within the family. I am for it. I want to see you 
stre ngthe ‘n these officer corps. 


Captain Marrineav. I appreciate that, sir. 

Senator SteNNIs. | know something of the problems you are up 
against. All right, maybe you weren’t through, Major. I didn’t 
mean to cut you off. 

Major OverstrREeET. Mr. Chairman. 

There is one other point that I would like to make, though, onour 
new commitments each year. Actually we have a reduction in force 
in our tactical divisions or tactical units, but at the same time the 
Army is taking on new commitments. 

Last year we had 14 additional general-officer spaces created 
outside Department of Army control, such as Secretary of Defense, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, MAAG’s, and missions. Any reduction that we 
effect in purely Army positions in almost automatically absorbed by 
the new requirements that are placed upon us, and we expect the 
same situation during this next year. We know that within the next 
2 months, there will be 2 new MAAG’s, that is military advisory 
groups, being organized. 

There is a requirement for two more generals to fill these new 
positions. So any reduction that we have this year will be more 
than offset by the new positions which are being aah 

For ex xample, in Korea, when divisions were withdrawn from 
Korea the training of the Korean Army expanded requiring general 
officers as senior advisers. Actually the reduction in generals was 
not in proportion to the number of troops withdrawn. 

Senator Stennis. Yes; I can see that point. 

All right, anything further? 

General, do you have something further? 

General WresTMORELAND. Yes, sir. I would like to address myself 
for a minute, if I could, Mr. Chairman, to another point in connection 
with one of your preceding comments. 

Senator STENNIs. Yes. 

General WestMorELAND. Mr. Chairman the Army has learned 
from long experience that they must have officers that are young 
enough and have the physical stamina to take the field for combat. 
In order to keep the Army trained, ready to go, and to fight, we 
cannot allow the Army to grow old. 

And as General Bradley has pointed out in his book, he never saw 
any tired divisions. He saw tired division commanders. And if our 
senior officers are not capable of rigorous field duty, such condition 
will reflect itself in the vitality and initiative of their units. 

That viewpoint, very important to the Army, I would like to pre- 
sent to the committee, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Well, that is a good point. We are not antag- 
onistic to you here. We on the Armed Services Committee appreciate 
more than the average Members of the Congress the problem, I 
expect, but there is that sentiment. 

I would like to use these few minutes here to give Senator Duff and 
Senator Ervin a chance to say anything they may wish on this general 
subject, and this particular phase, and then also if we have time and 
you gentlemen have some further points you want to make, you may 
do so, and then we will decide what to do. 
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Senator Duff. 

Senator Durr. The only observation I would like to make in this 
connection is that every phase of the military service is requiring more 
of a specialist qualification than they ever did before, and necessarily 
that requires more than ordinary capacity or experience or training. 

And in view of those facts, and in view of the general tendency 
everywhere for an increase of specialization, we have got to be sure 
that we have people of outstanding qualifications to fill those. And 
if you are going to delimit the opportunity for advancement, you are 
going to delimit the number of those people that are going to be 
available for these special services. And I think to me that that is the 
key to the whole picture. 

Senator STENNIS. That is a very good point indeed, and thank you 
very much, Senator Duff. 

Senator Ervin. 

Senator Ervin. I have nothing. 

Senator STENNIS. Were there any other points now that any of you 
gentlemen wanted to make? This is executive session here. You are 
going to be given a chance to delete anything from the record that will 
be printed. You can take out anything you want, and we will keep 
the actual record here for reference. 

Is there anything you want to say? Now is the time. 

Navy jiag officers 

Captain Martineau. I would like to make one more small point, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Referring back to that pomt again where the Navy, among the other 
forces, is faced with a reduction in force, and where you asked the 
question why aren’t we reducing the flag officers in proportion. In- 
sofar as the Navy is concerned, I would like to indicate, Mr. Chairman, 
that the number of flag officers in the line that we are proposing for 
1956 1s 215. 

Senator Stennis. What do you mean in the line now? Let’s get 
our terms correct. ; ‘ 2 

Captain Martineau. The line of the Navy are those officers in the 
Navy who are qualified to command at sea. They are the command 

officers of the Navy. 

Senator Stennis. In other words, that takes out all the dentists, 
and everybody like that? 

Captain Martineau. That is correct; they are all in the staff corps. 
We have the line and the specialists. 

Senator Srennis. I thought that is what it was. Go ahead. 

Captain Marrinnav. Now, this 215 that we are recommending to 
be flag officers in the line of the Navy, that corresponds to only a 
32.000 line. In other words, the law allows for a 32,000 line, 215 flag 
officers. 

But we are going to have a line of 49,000 in 1956. So you see, 
actually we are well below what the law allows there. Aud again I 
would like to stress the point that we are merely trying to narrow the 
gap between our requirements and the number of people we have 
available to fill those jobs. That is all I have, sir. 

Senator Ervin. The only question I would like to ask, I wonder 
whether it would be fair to ask this. I have many misgivings about 

the proposed reduction in the Armed Forces of the country, but I 
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don’t think it would be fair to ask any of these gentlemen their views 
on that. . ’ 

Senator STENNIS. I hope we can take that up before too long. 

All right. Anything else, gentlemen? 

General WesTMoRELAND. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make one 
final comment, if I may. It may be of some help. 

Senator Stennis. All right, General. 

General WestTMorELAND. The Army has two types of organizations. 
we have a table of organization unit, a tactical type, where there is 
a job description, a grade and a qualification for every member of 
the organization. 

We also have a table of distribution organization which is similar 
but where we integrate civilians into that organization. This type 
unit is generally not a field type and most frequently performs a 
support function. 

The number of general officer billets, in other words, the number 
of general officer spaces, that are in those tables provide the basis for 
manning our Army. The number required in fiscal year 1956, 552, 
includes the many positions outside the control of the Department 
of the Army. 

Now, we have to man 552 general officer spaces or billets, with 494 
general officers, so it is a question, as the Navy has also pointed out, 
of narrowing the gap between what we are authorized and our require- 
ments. 

[t is not proportionately reflected in the reduction in size of the 
Army. We hope to be able to satisfy requirements to a greater 
degree during fiscal year 1956 than we have in prior years. 

Senator Srennis. Why? The Officer Personnel Act of 1954 
helped you? 

General WestMORELAND. Yes, sir; it helped us. In other words, 
the limitation is more generous. 

Senator Stennis. This committee formula that we had here, Did 
that hurt anyone? Do you feel an injury? 

I never did hear any real serious complaint. I mean, for a time 
or two we lifted the ceiling there to put some generals in charge in 
Korea, field generals. No one has any real complaint about the 
committee formula of last year? 

General WesTMoRELAND, I don’t think it really ‘“‘hurt’’ the Army, 
Mr. Chairman. However, it did limit our flexibility in supporting 
general-officer spaces that merited the assignment of an incumbent 
of that grade. 

General Strong. Certainly it did hurt in the case of the Air Foree. As 
you recall, the original formula was 333 general officers. 

Senator STENNIs. Yes. 

General Stonr. Which was associated with a 68-wing force. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. 

General Stonr. When the force went up to 95, they authorized an 
increase of 50 without hearings on the matter. 

Senator Stennis. Yes; I remember that. 

General Sronr. And the Air Force felt that in light of the 137-wing 
program that we were operating on, it was a rather restrictive figure. 
And as I indicated earlier, that is the reason for the larger formula. 

Senator Stennis. Yes; but you are all right now? 

General Strong. Yes, under the formula in the Officer Grade Limita- 
tion Act. 
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Senator Stennis. You have enough now? 
General Sronr. Yes, sir, the new law provides a sufficient number. 
Senator Stennis. ( Yolonel Davis, did you have something you 

wanted to say? 

Colonel Davis. No, sir. I merely support the general this morning. 

Se nator Srennis. Colonel Kane, do you have something you want 
to say? : 

Colonel Kane. No, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Colonel Halenbeck? 

Colonel Hatenspeck. No, sir. 

Senator Stennis. I believe I have called on everyone else. 

bh ell, General Mudge, there is one thing I want to do. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I think that we ought to ask General 
Mudge now to make a study of these reports. This is the official 
annual re port under this new law. They have brought in everything, 
and General Mudge understands it far better than I do, and I expect 
than any of us. 

Senator Durr. I will concur in that without question. 

Senator Stennis. Let’s ask him to make a general and specific 
analysis of it, and among other things, General, | would like to know 
the percentage of commissioned officers to the actual overall strength 
of each of the services, just see how that compares, and then any other 
pertinent point that might be helpful to the committee or helpful to 
the services. 

(The information requested by Senator Stennis appears in the record 
as appendix A.) 

We are not antagonists here. We are on the same team, but we 
have a special responsibility, and you certainly have a special responsi- 
bility, and we expect you to stand up to it. 

We do want a full frank disclosure, though, of everything. You are 
not here to put over a certain set of figures and get approval of some- 
thing just because someone else might favor it in your service. You 
are here to give us the facts, and anything less than that would be a 
dereliction of duty in your viewpoint and in ours. 

Is there anything else, gentlemen? 

Senator Durr. No, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Is there anything you care to suggest now about 
further subcommittee action? 

Senator Durr. No, sir. 1 will await with interest the general’s 
simplification of the whole picture. 

Senator SteNNIs. Do you have something further, Senator Ervin? 

Senator Ervin. Nothing, except to say I concur in what General 
Westmoreland said about youth, because I used to recuperate when 
[ was in the Army under very difficult circumstances, where I could 
get about 30 minutes’ rest. But if I went through the same thing in 
24 hours now, it would take me about 9 months in a sanitarium. 

Senator Stennis. Yes, that is a very good remark. 

One thing further about ROTC courses. All of you think that 
you have avoided that bottleneck that you had here a few years ago, 
and you have that straightened out and running on a smooth basis 
now, is that correct? 

General WestTMORELAND. Well, not entirely, Mr. Chairman. The 
Department of the Army feels that after the Congress acts on the 
reserve legislation, that the ROTC problem may sierhini be solved. 
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Senator STENNIS. Don’t put us off on that now. 
uncertain about the Reserve legislation. 
that since I have been here. 

General WEsTMORELAND. It is difficult, Mr. Chairman, to separate 
the ROTC from the Reserve, because the ROTC program is designed 
to provide officers for the Reserve. 
provided officers for the active Army. 

Senator Stennis. You talk about your scarcity of the right type 
of men. You haye got to have the feeders coming in. I think right 
there is your great field of opportunity, right there in these colleges. 

You can get a lot of fine officers, and I would like to see you em- 
phasize that. I know after they get out and get established in the 
economic life and all in industries, it is hard to attract them then. 
But while they are loose, that is the chance to get them, as I see it. 

General WEesTMORELAND. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Inspire them and bind them to you. 

General WesTMoRELAND. Mr. Chairman, as long as we are required 
to take them all on active duty, we must provide spaces for them 
within our total authorization. It is conceivable that if we continue 
to have to do that, we will have to release experienced officers, which, 
of course, would be highly undesirable. 

Senator Stennis. Yes. I was talking about getting men for your 
Regular Army. ; 

General WESTMORELAND. I understand, sir. 

Senator Stennis. At this point there is inserted in the record for 
comparison purposes a memorandum from the Department of the 
Army, dated February 2, 1955, on the actual and estimated strength 
of commissioned officers of the Army by grade. 


That is very 
We have been talking about 


In the last several years it has 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF Starr, G—-1, PERSONNEL, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 2, 1958. 
Memorandum for Maj. Gen. Verne D. Mudge (U. 8. Army, retired), Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 
Subject: Report of actual and estimated strength of commissioned officers of the 
Army by grade. 

1. Reference is made to the report submitted by the Department of the Army 
in compliance with section 404, Public Law 349, 83d Congress, and the transcript 
of the hearing held on this subject on February 1, 1955. 

2. For purposes of clarification, the following additional comments are sub- 
mitted. Since more than editorial changes are involved in some instances, these 
additional comments have not been incorporated into the transcript. 

(a) The figures concerning general officers in the original report included 
generals of the Army (five-star generals). These figures have all been adjusted 
to reflect only general officer strength and requirements exclusive of five-star 
generals, in accordance with your conversation with Major Overstreet on February 
2. The figure of 485 “actual strength on January 31, 1955’ includes the nomina- 
tion of 9 officers for promotion to brigadier general. This nomination is now en 
route to the Senate. 

(b) The revised figure of 494 for requirements is the number of general officer 
positions which will be authorized for fiscal year 1956. It is not anticipated that 
the Army will ever have that many general officers on active duty at any one time. 
The Army does not nominate officers for promotion to or within general officer 
grades until a vacancy actually exists. The administrative timelag in processing 
of nominations is between 3 and 4 weeks. In this interim period, there are 
normally other losses, either through retirements or death. It is estimated that 
the greatest number of general officers ‘on active duty in the Army at any one time 
in fiscal year 1956 would not exceed 490. Public Law 349 authorized 499 general 
officers for the total strength which will be authorized in fiscal year 1956; however, 
the Army will not attain this authorization. 
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It is not the desire of the Chief of Staff or the Secretary of the Army to 
create general officer positions merely to meet a ceiling. The Army is constantly 
reevaluating general officer positions to determine if they could not be down- 
graded and at the same time determining if any positions exist which could more 
efficiently be filled by a general officer. This is certainly not an arbitrary deter- 
mination. Each general officer position receives close evaluation by General 
Weible, General Bolte, and General Ridgway before being authorized as a general 
officer position. 

d) In replying to the question posed by Senator Stennis as to whether the 
ceiling on general officers “hurt”? the Army, the answer was, of course, ‘‘No.”’ 
It was our interpretation that the Army was not “hurt’’ since it did perform 
its mission. In a more relative sense, the ceiling limited the positions» which 
should have been properly filled by general officers to assure the maximum 
efficiency and results. 

3. I sincerely hope that this explanation will aid both yourself and the com- 
mittee in evaluating the Army’s position. I shall be happy to furnish any 
additional information which might be desired by either yourself or to members 
of the Armed Services Committee. 

W. C. Wrs?rMoRELAND, 
Brigadier General, GS, Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff, G—1. 


Senator STENNis. At this point I would like to insert in the record 
a report of the subcommittee appointed during the 82d Congress to 
survey policies and procedures regarding flag and general officers of the 
armed services. 


Print, 824 Congress, Ist session, United States Senate] 


REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE APPOINTED TO SURVEY POLI- 
CIES AND PROCEDURES REGARDING PROMOTIONS OF FLAG 
AND GENERAL OFFICERS OF THE ARMED SERVICES 


i ited for the u fthe Committee on Armed Services 


MEMBERS OF SUBCOMMITTEE 


Senator Stennis, Chairmar 
Senator Long 


Senator Saltonstall 
MEBPTINGS 


The subcommittee conducted a hearing on July 10 at which the following 
witnesses were heard 


l. Vice Adm. Laurance DuBose, USN, Chief, Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy 
Department. 
? 


2. Brig. Gen. W. W. Wensinger, USMC, legal assistant to the Commandant of 
the Marine Corps. ; 

3. Maj. Gen. Anthony C. McAuliffe, USA, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, 
Department of the Army. 

4. Gen. Nathan F. Twining, USAF, Vice Chief of Staff, United States Air Force. 

5. Hon. Eugene M. Zuckert, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 

PURPOSE OF HEARINGS 

Between January 1 and July 13, 1951, the Armed Services Committee has 

received the following numbers of general and flag officer nominations: 

Army - 


154 
Navy -- - 57 
Marine 12 
Air Force ; 43 

I iain ccs me mc a enero ical ghee 266 


In addition the nominations of a substantial number of flag officers for the Navy 
are expected in the near future. 

The committee does not now receive, as a matter of procedural routine, informa- 
tion setting forth the current status of the numbers of general and flag officers 
actually serving on duty or the changes that will result from each confirmation. 





sain 
a Sp ARIE E 


ba te 


Al Pah Pate se 
















OFFICER GRADE LIMITATIONS ol 


e 


Members are aware that the increasing numbers of nominations received may be 
due to such factors as (1) increased strength of the Armed Forces requiring addi- 
tional senior Officers, (2) retirements and separations, and (3) reassignment requir- 
ing confirmation. In order that the committee might be brought up to date 
concerning all the factors relating to the promotion of officers to general and flag 
officer rank, in the light of present-day developments, the above-named subcom- 
mittee was appointed to study the subject matter and report to the full committee. 

Therefore, the subcommittee concentrated on securing the following informa- 
tion: 

(a) The total number of general or flag officers authorized bv statute or other- 
wise for each service. 

(6) The total number of general or flag officers actually serving on active duty 
for each service. 

(c) Ways of providing to the committee the above iriformation concurrently 
with each set of general or flag officer nominations. 


APPOINTMENT OF GENERAL AND FiaG Orricers REQUIRING CONFIRMATION 


Confirmation by the Senate is mandatory in the following types of appointments 
of general and flag officers: 

(a) The original appointment in each rank whether temporary or permanent. 
If confirmed in a temporary appointment, a later appointment to a permanent 
grade also requires confirmation. 

(b) There are numerous positions within the military created by statute, which 
provide for a specific general or flag rank to be held by the occupant. Examples 
of such positions are Chief of Staff, chief of a bureau, chief of a technical service, 
etc. Confirmation is required to the position as well as for any resultant increase 
in rank, if any. 

(c) A limited number of general and flag officer grades, mostly in the three- and 
four-star rank, are authorized each service for positions of importance to be 
designated by the Secretary of the service concerned. Appointment to each such 
position requires confirmation, including any resultant increase in rank. 

(d) Promotion of Reserve and National Guard officers to general or flag rank, 
whether or not on active duty, require confirmation. 

It will be noted from the above that each nomination is not necessarily a pro- 
motion in grade. Further, a retirement, particularly in a higher rank, results in 
several successive vacancies, requiring several nominations without increasing the 
number on active duty. 


AUTHORIZED AND AcTUAL NUMBERS BY SERVIC! 


The Officer Personnel Act of 1947, as amended, is the basic statute governing 
the number, selection, and promotion of general and flag officers for the three 
services during peacetime periods. The act further recognizes the need for addi- 
tional such officers during periods of mobilization or war by authorizing temporary 
promotions. While the act prescribes a percentage ceiling on the number of 
temporary flag officers authorized the Navy during mobilization or wartime 
periods, there is no statutory limitation on the numbers of temporary generals that 
may be appointed in the Army or the Air Force. The only possible limitations 
now existing appear in justifications submitted to the Appropriations Committees 
for the pay of personnel of the Army and Air Force. These justifications set forth 
the proposed grade structure of each service for which the appropriation is re- 
quested, and it is doubtful if these grade structures would be binding upon the 
services. 

Following is a detailed analysis of the authorized and present general and flag 
officer strength of each service. 

NAVY 


At the time the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 was enacted, it was contemplated 
that by January 1, 1957, the active duty Navy would consist only of permanent 
career officers, and distribution of grades at that time was to be based upon the 
number of officers on the active list, with finite limitations on numbers in the 
various grades. Until January 1957, flag officers were to be selected and promoted 
temporarily to fill the distribution based upon the number of officers on active 
duty in the Navy, with permanent promotions being made automatically to fill 
the distribution based upon the numbers of permanent officers of the Regular 
Navy on the active list. 

Up to the outbreak of hostilities in Korea the number of flag officers was being 
reduced gradually in order to attain the finite limitations by January 1, 1957. 
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With the advent of the Korean episode and an increase in the size of the Navy, an 
increase in the number of flag officers became necessary rather than a continuing 
decrease in the number. Thus Public Law 67, Eighty-second Congress, was 
enacted to amend the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 to remove the terminal date of 
January 1, 1957, and to permit temporary promotions whenever the number of 
officers on active duty exceeds those on the active list of the Regular Navy. 

The following table indicates the statutory limitations on the maximum number 
of permanent and temporary flag officers of the Navy: 


Authorized numbers 


Permanent and temporary 


Permanent (title I, Officer (title III, Officer Personnel 


Personne! Act 


Act 
Line 

Unrestricted 75-100 percent of total number | 75-100 percent of total number 
of officers on active list of of officers (Regular and Re- 
Regular Navy. Finite lim- serve) on active duty. Dis- 
itation of 150 by Jan. 1, 1957, tribution 50 percent rear 
removed by Public Law 67, admirals upper half and 50 
824 Cong. Distribution 50 percent rear admirals lower 

percent in rear admirals half. 


upper half and 50 percent 
in lower half. 
Restricted (engineer duty, aviation | 13 percent of the number of | 13 percent of the number of i 


engineer duty, special duty unrestricted line flag offi- unrestricted line and flag 

cers. Finite hmitation of officers on duty. ' 

19 removed by Public Law k 

67, 82d Cong ' 

Staff corps (Medical Corps, Supply | 5-10 percent of the number of | 5-10 percent of the total num- : 
Corps, Chaplains Corps, Civil Engi- officers in respective corps ber of officers on active duty 
neer Corps, Dental Corps). on active list of Regular in respective corps exclusive 

Navy, exclusive of bureau of bureau chiefs. 


chiefs. Finite numbers re- 
moved by Public Law 67, 
82d Cong. 


Authorized numbers *n grades above rear admiral included in over-all authorized 
numbers exclusive of five-star 


Not to exceed 15 percent of the total authorized number of line (unrestricted 
and restricted) officers above the grade of captain may serve in three- and four-star 
grades, of which not to exceed nine may be four-star. The statute further pro- 
vides that after July 1, 1948, except in time of emergency, not to exceed 26 may 
serve in the three- and four-star grades, of which four, including the Chief of Naval 
Operations, may be four-star. 


Flag officers—Mazimum authorization and numbers on duty on dates indicated 


Jan. 1, 1950 Jan. 1, 1951 July 1, 1951 
Author- Author-  - . Author- : j 
ized On duty ized On duty ized On duty 





Line 











Unrestricted 205 181 263 195 330 1195 
Restricted 27 24 34 26 43 2 26 
Staff Corps 4 
Medical Corps 16 16 21 16 23 16 
Supply Corps 17 17 20 17 26 417 
Chaplain Corps 2 2 3 g 3 2 
Civil Engineer Corps 5 5 5 5 8 5 
Dental Corps 5 5 6 5 9 "5 
Total 277 250 352 266 








Number of 3- and 4-star admirals authorize 







Admirals Sibtene 4 4j y 5 ¢ P: 
Vice admirals : 22 22 25 21 25 2 






181 on duty; nominations for 14 vacancies to be submitted. 
2 21 on duty; nominations for 5 vacancies to be submitted. 
’ Figures include bureau chiefs. 
¢ 16 on duty; nominations for 1 vacancy to be submitted. 
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Unrestricted general officers 


MARINE CORPS 


General officers 


rHORIZED NUMBERS 


Permanent (title I, Officer 
Personnel Act 


75-100 percent of total number 
of officers on active list of 
Regular Marine Corps, but 
with finite limitation of 32, 
distributed in proportion of 
50 percent major generals 
and above and 50 percent 


Permanent and temporary 
title III, Officer Personnel 
Act 


75-100 percent of total number 
of officers (Regular, Reserve, 
and temporary) on active 
duty, distributed in propor- 
tion of 50 percent major 
generals and above and 50 
percent brigadier generals. 


brigadier generals. 
13 percent of the number of | 13 percent of the number of 

unrestricted general officers, unrestricted general officers, 

but with finite limitation of including the head of the 

4, including the head of the Supply Department with the 

Supply Department with rank of major general. 

the rank of major general. 


Restricted (supply duty only) general 
officers. 


AUTHORIZED NUMBERS IN GRADES ABOVE MAJOR GENERAL, BUT INCLUDED IN 
OVER-ALL AUTHORIZED TOTAL OF GENERAL OFFICERS 


General__. 


‘ eS - 1 (the Commandant of the Marine Corps (34 U. 8. C., sec. 622)) 
Lieutenant general. ._. 


- 10 percent of the authorized number of unrestricted general officers of the 
Regular Marine Corps, with a finite limitation of 2 except in time of war or 
national emergency (sec. 415 of Officer Personnel Act). 


MAXIMUM AUTHORIZATION AND ACTUAL NUMBERS ON BOARD 


Jan. 1, 1950 Jan. 1, 1951 July 1, 1951 














— On duty —_— On duty — On duty 

Unrestricted: 
Ca tee cist Vabokcwmde Sy 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Lieutenant general_............__- 2 2 5 2 5 4 
Major general_......_--- ‘ 22 14 30 18 48 116 
Brigadier general _-_.._.....-_- aes 23 22 36 25 55 25 

Restricted: 

RE ickh ctasnaekneedcang edie 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Brigadier general _...............-.-.- 4 4 5 5 5 | 5 
aie ncinnatinewbehewa j ‘ 53 44 78 52 115 52 


i } 


1 Includes 4 vacancies to be filled by selection of board now in session. 


ARMY 


The statutory authorization for the number of permanent Regular Army general 
officers is contained in title V of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. Since this act 
was enacted prior to the separation of the Air Force from the Army, this title also 
includes authorizations for the Air Force. 

The detailed authorization for permanent general officers is as follows: 

(a) 75-100 percent of the officers authorized on the active list of the Regular 
Army (exclusive of the number of general officers authorized for the several corps 
of the Medical Department and the Chaplains) may be permanent general officers. 
Of the number authorized not more than 50 percent may be in the permanent 
grades above a brigadier general. 

(b) 5-10 percent of the officers authorized on the active list of the several corps 
of the Medical Department may be permanent general officers. 

(c) Two permanent general officers are authorized the Chaplains Corps. 

(d) It is further provided that the above authorizations shall not exceed a total 
of 357 permanent general officers, which number includes not more than 16 Medi- 
cal Corps, 4 Dental Corps, 1 Veterinary Corps, and 2 Chaplains. 

With the separation of the Air Force from the Army, the authorization for 357 
permanent general officers was divided to provide 201 for the Army and 156 for 
the Air Force. 
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Subsequent to this division, title II of the Selective Service Act of 1948 author- ’ 
ized one additional permanent general officer which brings the total number of $ 
permanent generals authorized the Army to 202. 

Based on the above the Army is authorized permanent general officer grades as 
follows: 


Major generals_.- _- = - 7 : ‘ . 101 ; 
Brigadier generals_____ ; ae : we . 101 
Total aan . eee 202 


Of the above, 5 may serve in the grade of general and 22 in the grade of lieu- 


tenant general. A 

The Officer Personnel Act of 1947 further provides that when the Congress 3 
authorizes an Army larger than the permanent Regular Establishment, the : 
Secretary of the Army will determine the requirements in each of the commissioned 


grades and that the additional requirements may be filled by temporary promotions 
of Regular Army officers and officers of the Reserve components on active Federal 
service. Under this authority temporary promotions may be made to the several 
general officer ranks. 

The only limitation in the number that may be so nominated appears in justi- 
fications submitted to the Appropriations Committee in connection with hearings ; 
on the funds required for pay of the Army. 

The Army, in submitting its justification for the pay of the Army for the year 
ending June 30, 1951, proposed 500 general officers in the grades as follows: 


eed 8 Ha Mh 


General of the Army-_----- da hael ks iniesi 4 2 
General. __-_-_- ‘ a ok ae 4 é 
Lieutenant general_ : ‘ ee 
Major general_ ? 5 a iat ; 177 
Brigadier general ; 293 

Total 3 ‘ ; ‘ . 500 


The President is authorized to designate certain positions to carry three- and 
four-star rank. The number so designated shall not exceed 15 percent of the 
number of general officers serving on active duty and of this number one-fourth 
may be full generals. Unless a national emergency exists, the number of three- 
and four-star generals is limited to 22 lieutenant generals and 5 generals. 

The subcommittee was advised that the Army proposes to continue the 496 
general officer authorization (500 less 4 five-star generals) for the ensuing year. 
The following tabulation is based on this authorization and includes numbers now 
serving: 


et 


|; On duty 
Authorized | after confir- 


» On duty 4 
using 496 reer 1k 1951 mation of 
total ee oe pending 
nominations 5 











Generals 16 5 s 
Lieutenant generals 49 27 28 
Major generals 138 165 163 
Brigadier generals 293 233 293 

otal 496 430 482 


AIR FORCE 





As previously indicated, title V of the Officer Personnel Act is the basic law 
governing the authorization and promotion in the Air Force as well as in the 
Army. Further, after the separation from the Army, the Air Force was allocated 
a total of 156 permanent general officers as follows: 

Major generals 
srigadier generals 


i 
' 
' 
i 
! 
' 
~IsI 


onl 





Petit! 
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Similar to the Army, during periods of expansion the Secretary of the Air Force 
determines the requirements in each of the commissioned grades which may be 
filled by the temporary promotions of those on active duty, with the only limita- 
tion contained in justifications submitted to the Appropriations Committee 
during hearings relative to funds required to pay Air Force personnel. Based on 
the present officer strength of the Air Force, the present total general officer 
authorization for the Air Force is 333. The following tabulation is based on this 
authorization and includes numbers now serving 





Authorize On duty ation 

» July 15, 1951 | of pending 

nominations 
Generals 1 4 4 
Lieutenant generals ; 17 2 20 
Major generals_- 2 105 110 
Brigadier generals 167 160 173 
Total. 33 2nh 307 


Will be reduced by 1 by a retirement on Aug. 31. 
Will be reduced by 2 by retirements on July 31 


CONCLUSIONS 


Because of world conditions it is probable that this country will be required to 
maintain armed forces in excess of the normal regular forces for several years to 
come. This will require the appointment of additional temporary officers in all 
grades, to supplement the permanent personnel 

The present approximate percentage of general and flag officer strengths based 
on the number of officers on duty with each service is as follows 


Navy 1() 


$4 

Marine Corps- 32 
Army 1] 
Air Force_- 31 
Based on number of unrestricted line officers onl If all flag office vere counted this percent- 


age would be increased. 


While the Navy and Marine Corps are authorized to have in excess of 75-100 
percent of the total number of officers on duty serving in flag and general officer 
ranks, the Secretary of the Navy has administratively determined not to fill all 
the authorizations. 

While the figure ‘‘75-100 percent’? may be an appropriate percentage to deter- 
mine the number of generals or flag officers for a reduced Regular force, it would 
appear that the percentage should decrease as the number of additional officers 
increases 

It would further appear desirable that a statutory limitation be enacted to pro 
vide for the total number of generals authorized for the Army and the Air Fores 
during periods of mobilization 

Each of the armed services has agreed to submit to the committee as a pro 
cedural routine with each separate group of general and flag officer nominations 
information concerning the authorized and actual strengths in these grades 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


It is reeommended that the Secretary of Defense be req. 
study for the purpose of devising formulas or percentage limitations to provide 


requisite numbers of general and flag officers consistent with the changing strengths 


rested to conduct a 


and compositions of the Armed Forces and recommend to the committee proposed 
legislation embodying the conclusions of the study 

It is further recommended that the Secretary of Defense be advised that the 
numerical limitations set forth below should be considered to be the maximum 
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number of general and flag officers authorized on active duty in each of the services 
pending submission of the proposed legislation. Those serving in the five-star 
rank are not included in these limitations. 


Army as so at sss acta oeoee eee cae aad 496 
Navy 7 Sn i ok th tet aaa etn troy ate on ob en sata a seed 266 
Marine Corps ah a : | i wie «asec eens 52 
Air Force- =e aceasta eacncanstesetasuanans 333 
Total ; ia a nw wane mma 1, 147 ‘ 
Norre.—These limitations were subsequently adjusted to the fol- ; 
lowing figures: 
Army z i ge ea aoe ate : —— - 496 
Navy-. a a al cand ied hott ae 280 
Marine Corps. a ‘ at hag Cac’ ai Se at: iene eae 60 
Air Force__---- Dit nt atc eeeoataete ical sa soci > ts asta Salem an 383 
otal. 2c : : i ans ae - a ee 


Senator Stennis. All right. We want to thank all of you gentle- 
men very much. 


(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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APPENDIX A 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENS! 
Total officer personnel and percent of total military personnel, 1923-54 


[Excluding civilian components 


Total Depart- AV xclud- . 
otal Depart Army com Navy (| . Air Force 
ment of De- + ing Coast Marine Corps 
mands . commands 
fense Guard 


Number | Per- | Num- | Per-| Num-| Per-| Num- | Per-| Num- | Per- 









cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 
June 30, 1923 9.5) 13,104 10.6 8, 410 8.9 1, 141 s 9.7 
June 30, 1932 10.3; 12,452) 10.4 9, 967' 10.7 1, 196 4 11.0 
June 30, 1933 10.3; 12,297) 10.1 9.947| 10.9 1, 192 7.4 10.6 
June 30, 1935 9.8) Il 9.7) 10,115) 10.6 1, 163 6.7 9.4 
June 30, 1936 8.6) 11 7.9| 10,247 9.6 1, 208 7.0 9.2 
June 30, 1937 8.2 7.4 10,367 9.1 1, 312 7.2 9.7 
June 30, 1938 8.1 7.2} 10,739 9.0 1, 359 7.4 10.3 
June 30, 1939 8.3 7.1) 12,023 9.6 1, 380 eS 11.2 
Tune 30, 1940 7.4 6.9} 13, 604 8.4 1, 800 6.4 6.6 
June 30, 1941 7.3 6.8) 29,092) 10.2 3, 339 6.1 7.0 
June 30, 1942 7.3 6.5, 69,564) 10.9 7, 138 5 7.3 
June 30, 1943 8. 6) 3 7.8 179,676 10.3 21, 384 6 4 
Mar. 31, 1944. 9.3 8. 0) 248, 875 9.3 30, 316 6 7 
June 30, 1944 9. 5} ¢ 7.9) 276, 153 9.3 6 l 
May 31, 1945 10.4) & 8.4} 327, 141 9.7 7 s 
June 30, 1945 10. 4)2£ 8. 5) 331, 379 9.8 es LF 
July 31, 1945 10. 5 8. 9|2334, 780 9.8 7. » 4 
Aug. 31, 1945 10.7} £ 9. 2)3 336, 042 9.9 73 . 
Oct. 31, 1945 12. 0) 12.0} 329,956) 10.8 s 
June 30, 1946 13.9 12.9) 141,161; 14.4 9 
June 30, 1947 12.1} 89,759) 13.1) 52,434) 10.5 8 
June 30, 1948 11.7| 68,178) 12.3) 45,416; 10.8 8 
June 30, 1949. _- 11.8) 77,272) 11.7) 47,975) 10.7 8. 
June 30, 1950. _- 12.4) 72,566) 12.2) 44,641 11.7 9 
June 30, 1951 9.9) 130, 540 8.5) 70,513 9.6 50} 7 
Mar. 31, 1952 10. 1}4 150, 944 9.0 78,097 9.6 17, 138 7 
Apr. 30, 1952 10.1) 149, 648 9.0, 79,039 9.7 16, 954 7 
June, 30, 1952 10. 4) 148, 427 9. 3); 482,247) 10.0 16, 413 7 
Oct, 31, 1952 10. 9| 153, 635 9.9) § 83,008} 10.3 17, 986 7 
June 30, 1953 10. 6) 145, 633 9.5; 81, 731 10. 3) 4° 18, 731 7 
Fiscal year 1954 
1953—July 31-- ease 377, 100| 10. 6) 147,009 9.6} 82,103) 10.4 18, 540 7.1} 129,448) 13.2 
Aug. 31_ evans 374,519, 10.6) 146,418 9.6) 82,001) 10.4 18, 398 7.0} 127,702) 13.1 
Sept. 30-- : 369, 632) 10.5) 145, 333 9.6) 81,659) 10.4 19, 536 7.5) 123,104) 13.1 
Oct. 31- 365, 557) 10.5) 143, 652 9.5) . 80,934) 10.4 19, 052 7.4) 121,919) 13.1 
Nov. 30_- 363,619, 10.5) 140, 581 9.4) 81,612) 10.5 18, 934 7.5) 122,492) 13.3 
Dec. 31... 358, 736 10.5) 135, 902 9.2) 80,127) 10.5 19, 263 7.9} 123,444) 13.5 
1954—Jan. 31 357, 273) 10.6) 133, 729 9.1; 80,292) 10.5 19, 079 8.0) 124,173) 13.5 
Feb. 28... ; 354,183) 10.5) 131, 737 9.1) 79,089) 10.4 19,037; 8.2) 124,320) 13.4 
: Mar. 31 ie 353, 040; 10. 6) 130, 563 9.1) 78,419) 10.5 18, 604 8.4) 125,454) 13.5 
4 Apr. 30_-. 352,115) 10.6) 128, 445 9.0) 78,410) 10.5 18, 463 8.4) 126,797) 13.5 
; May 31 i 349, 780) 10.6) 126, 617 8.9) 77,215) 10.5 18, 330 8.4| 127,618) 13.6 
; pt 353, 833; 10.7) 128, 208 9.1) 77,280; 10.6 18, 593 8.3) 129,752; 13.7 
Fiscal year 1955 
1954—July 31......-. 353, 995; 10.7| 127,972) 9.1) 77,052) 10.7 19, 105 8.5) 129,866 13.6 
: Aug. 31_- 352, 962' 10.7) 127, 250 9.1 5, 865, 10.8 18, 878 8.5; 129,969 13.6 
‘ Sept. 30_-- és 352,415; 10.7) 126, 329 9.1, 76,427) 10.7 18, 783 8.5| 130,876 13.6 
Oct. 31.--.- Sa 353,103) 10.8) 126, 561 9.2) 76,035) 10.8 18, 888 8.5) 131,619) 13.6 
j Nov. 30_-.-. -| 7352,826 10.9) 126,394 9.3 775,425) 10.9 718,811 8.5 132,196 13.7 
: Dec. 31 (estimated) - 351,614, 11.1) 125, 600 9.5| 74,999 10.9 18, 455 8.4 132,560) 13.9 


! Includes Navy and Marine Corps Reserve officers on continuous active duty in connection with Reserve 
activities. 

2 World War II peak total military personnel. 

’ World War IT peak officer personnel. 

‘ Korean conflict. peak total military. 

5 Includes Army officers in training for SCARWAF duty. 

® Korean conflict peak officer personnel. 

7 Preliminary. 


Source: Progress reports and statistics, Office of Secretary of Defense, Jan. 18, 1955, 
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Department m 
H 1¢ 79. 4537 108, 560 
643, G8Y 421, 323 
9 897, 251 2, 395, 826 
4,315, 239 43,711, 5 (3, 
343, 917 204, § 
247,011 133, 2¢ 
244, 902 134, 9! 
243, 845 136, 5 
251, 799 139, ¢ 
201, 35¢ 167, 
$11, 808 179, § 
522, 93 185, 
$34, 473 189, 
458, 365 269, 
1, 801, 101 1, 462, ¢ ;, 
$ R58, 791 3, 075, 6 2 
4, 044, 74 6, 994, 4, 
10, 868, 226 7, 759, 99: 5, 
11, 451, 719 7, 994, 7 (5 
12, 124, 418 8, 293, 5 
12, 123, 455 8, 267, 955 (5, 
12, 076, 047 8, 188, 924 (5 
11, 913, 639 8, 025, 726 (5, 
3, 030, ORS 1,891, O11 l, 
1, 626, 130 1, 022, 807 
1, 582, 999 Y91, O85 
1, 398, 726 5 
1, 445, 91f 
1, 615, 360 { 
1, 459, 39. ( 
1, 460, 261 ( 
June 30, 1951 3, 249, 45 ( l 
M 1, 1952 3, 674, 874 (*) #1, 
Apr. 30, 1952 3, 685, 054 ¢ 1, 
June 30, 1952 3, 635, 912 ( a 
June 30, 1953 3. 555. 067 1, 
June 30, 1954 3, 302. 104 (a 1. 
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1916—4 


Air F orce 


Air Force 


commands - 


vy com- 


, 1 195, 023 
5, 857 9, 050 
3, 802 9, 441 
, 929 15, 028) 
15, 099) 
16, 247) 

17, 233) 

19, 147 
(21, O89) 
(23, 455 
(51, 165) 
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